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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER E 
 
Submitted by:   

John C. Taylor 
County of Placer, Newcastle/Ophir Municipal Advisory Council 

 

E-1 The comment identifies February 21, 2008 and March 13, 2008 as dates of 
Newcastle/Ophir Municipal Advisory Council (MAC) meetings at which the Draft 
EIR was discussed.  The comment introduces the summarized comments from MAC 
members and members of the public that follow. 

No specific comments on the EIR are provided.  No response or revision to the EIR is 
necessary. 

E-2 The comment states the Draft EIR fails to address sealing the concrete paved areas or 
onsite retention basin to ensure that hazardous concrete additives from plant 
operations do not impact ground or surface water.  The comment states the final EIR 
should provide assurances that potential water contaminants would not enter 
groundwater supplies or Auburn Ravine, and would not impact neighbors to the 
north.   

Mitigation Measure 6.6c requires the project applicant to submit a Report of Waste 
Discharge and obtain and comply with Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) from 
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).  As noted on 
page 6-18 of the Draft EIR, in order to obtain the WDR, the project applicant must 
demonstrate that the collection and treatment system for water used by the proposed 
plant would not allow any connection or discharge of contaminated water to surface 
drainage.  As part of issuing the WDR, the RWQCB will determine whether or not 
sealing concrete paved areas or lining and/or sealing the onsite detention basin is 
required to protect water quality. 

The analysis of Impact 6.3 evaluates the potential for the project to adversely affect 
groundwater quality and quantity.  Because the soils in the project area do not allow 
substantial percolation of water from the ground surface into groundwater supplies, 
the primary route of potential groundwater contamination would be through 
discharge of contaminants to surface water.  The potential for operation of the project 
to contaminate surface water in the vicinity is evaluated in Impact 6.6.    That 
discussion identifies the types of pollutants associated with a batch plant, the possible 
pathways by which these pollutants could enter surface water drainage, and the 
mechanisms that must be implemented as part of the project to ensure that the project 
does not have a significant adverse impact on surface water quality.   

Review of the analysis in Impact 6.3, Impact 6.4, and Impact 6.6 during preparation of 
these responses to comments revealed that the analysis did not clearly explain the 
project’s proposed three-pond drainage collection and treatment system.  The 
analysis incorrectly states that the detention basin would be concrete-lined.  The 
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other two ponds in the drainage system would be concrete-lined, while the detention 
basin is proposed as an unlined holding pond.  The discussions on pages 6-18 
through 6-31 have been revised to correct these errors, and the proposed drainage 
system is summarized below.  With appropriate design and function of the drainage 
system, the project would not contaminate groundwater supplies or surface water 
quality, and the proposed onsite drainage and collection system complies with the 
RWQCB requirement to prevent any connection to surface drainage.   

The production area of the project site is shown as AREA 2 in Figure 6-4 Proposed Site 
Hydrology of Draft EIR CHAPTER 6 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  This area 
would be graded and paved to direct all process wastewater and stormwater from 
this area to the onsite settling pond and the Enviromatic Recycling System, which 
recycles unused or leftover concrete.   Water not used in the recycling process would 
be directed to the onsite settling pond, which would be concrete-lined and plumbed 
to the concrete plant to allow for reuse of process water, water used for truck 
cleaning onsite, and stormwater.   

Figure 3-4 Site Plan and Figure 6-4 in the Draft EIR show the settling pond south of the 
batch plant tower and the Enviromatic Recycling System west of the tower (labeled as 
EM 40L Reclaimer).  The settling pond would capture all runoff water from the 
production area.  The pond would be sized to capture process water, water from 
truck washing, and stormwater runoff from this area.  Page 6-27 of the Draft EIR 
describes this pond as “a 30-foot by 40-foot boat ramp style basin.”  The pond would 
have a holding capacity of 30,000 gallons, which is ±4,000 cubic feet. 

In a very heavy rain event, runoff may leave the settling pond and production area.  
This runoff would combine with runoff from AREA 1 shown in Figure 6-4 and would 
flow into the concrete-lined treatment pond located in the northwest corner of that 
area.  The eastern portion of the project site, shown as AREA 3 on Figure 6-4, and the 
entrance and exit driveways for the site would not drain to the treatment pond.  Page 
6-29 of the Draft EIR describes how stormwater would be treated before reaching the 
detention basin.  The runoff would be routed through an oil/grit separator to filter 
particulates, oils, and greases from the water.  The runoff would then flow through a 
bark media to provide further filtering of solids and reduce the pH of the runoff.  
After passing through the bark media, the runoff water would be discharged to the 
proposed detention basin.   

The detention basin is located in the northwest corner of the project site, north of the 
treatment pond.  This facility is labeled “storm detention basin” in Figure 3-4 and 
Figure 6-4, and would be an unlined basin with 6,000 cubic feet (±44,800 gallons) of 
storage .  The basin would also be plumbed to the batch plant to allow use of the 
captured stormwater.  As noted on page 6-29 of the Draft EIR, the project would use 
approximately 50 to 70 percent of the collected stormwater in the batch plant 
operations.  Before water is discharged offsite, it would be detained in the 
stormwater basin to allow solids to settle out.  The water in the detention basin 
would be sampled and monitored prior to discharge offsite to ensure that no 
contaminated water is released offsite.  This system has been used effectively at 
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existing concrete facilities operated by the project applicant.   

Pages 6-29 and 6-30 of the Draft EIR also discuss the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) requirements applicable to the project.  Mitigation 
Measures 6.6a and 6.6b indicate that the project must comply with the NPDES 
requirements and prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.  
Compliance with these mitigation measures would require the use of Best 
Management Practices in construction and operation of the proposed batch plant to 
ensure that runoff released from the project site is not contaminated and would not 
adversely affect the quality of surface water in the project area. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures 6.6a through 6.6d, the constituents 
present in the process water would not be discharged to the surface water in the 
vicinity.  By preventing discharge of contaminated waters to surface water, 
contamination of groundwater would also be prevented.  The soils underlying the 
project site do not allow substantial percolation.  Groundwater recharge in the 
vicinity primarily occurs through major drainageways.  By preventing any 
connection to surface drainage, the constituents present in the process water would 
not enter groundwater supplies.   

E-3 The comment states the Draft EIR fails to include a discussion of alternative project 
locations. 

The analysis suggested in this comment was completed and is described in CHAPTER 
8 CEQA REQUIRED DISCUSSIONS of the Draft EIR.  Several potential alternatives 
were considered, including alternative locations for the proposed project.   

CEQA requires that alternatives to the project must be capable of meeting most of the 
project objectives (refer to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)).  Project Objective 4, listed 
on page 3-6 of the Draft EIR, is to “operate in a location that allows Livingston’s to 
serve projects in the general Auburn area within the narrow timeframe (90 minutes) 
allowed for delivery of their product in its optimum form.”   This objective 
influenced the area in which Placer County and the EIR preparers searched for an 
alternative location for the project site. 

A review of land use designations for vacant lands in the general Auburn area was 
conducted to evaluate the potential for locating the proposed project at a different 
site.  As described in the Draft EIR, vacant parcels were selected as potential 
alternative locations if they carried either an industrial or heavy commercial land use 
designation (and appropriate zoning designation), if public water and sewage 
treatment services were available to the parcel, and if the parcel was approximately 
the same size as the proposed site.  The proposed site is approximately 4.9 acres; 
potential alternative locations were considered feasible if they were in the range of 
four to nine acres.  Several parcels were identified that met these conditions.  These 
sites are discussed on pages 8-9 and 8-10 of the Draft EIR.  The EIR preparers 
conducted site visits to each of these parcels to identify whether physical conditions 
at each parcel would support the proposed project.  Based on these surveys, it was 
determined that an offsite alternative was not feasible because the offsite parcels that 
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were identified as potential locations for the proposed project would not adequately 
support the project, or would result in greater environmental impacts than the 
proposed site.  Specifically, the parcels were found to be inadequate due to road 
access constraints, inadequate road conditions to support heavy truck traffic, 
development constraints due to physical site characteristics, proximity to existing 
rural residential land uses; and/or more prominent visibility from Interstate 80 (I-80) 
as compared to the proposed site. 

E-4 The comment suggests the analysis of the project’s compatibility with surrounding 
land uses is incomplete and incorrect and should be addressed in greater detail.  The 
comment indicates concern with impacts to surrounding residential and retail uses 
related to transportation, water quality, noise, and air quality.   

Existing land uses are described and identified in CHAPTER 4 LAND USE of the Draft 
EIR.  Surrounding land uses are shown in Figure 4-1 on page 4-3 of the Draft EIR.  The 
majority of businesses on surrounding properties provide goods and services that 
support construction-related activities, and are considered heavy commercial and 
light industrial land uses.   These existing land uses are considered complementary to 
and compatible with the proposed concrete batch plant.  Development of 
manufacturing and processing uses at the project site is considered consistent with 
the County’s plan for land use in the area.   

The Draft EIR recognizes that rural residential land uses exist north, northeast, and 
south of the project site.  On page 4-7, the Draft EIR states that the nearest residence is 
located approximately 300 feet from the project site’s northern boundary and that a 
series of residences is located on the south side of I-80.  The analysis in Impact 4.3 
demonstrates that the proposed project is consistent with the land use and zoning 
designations for the site, and that uses similar to the proposed project already exist to 
the west and northwest of the site.  This analysis also notes that physical impacts 
such as traffic, water quality, and noise, are evaluated in detail in other chapters of 
the Draft EIR.  Based on the determinations in the other chapters that the physical 
impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant, the analysis of Impact 
4.3 concludes that the project would not have a direct impact on nearby residential 
land uses and the project is considered to be compatible with all existing and planned 
land uses in the vicinity. 

E-5 The comment states that the analysis of potential impacts related to inconsistency 
with county plans and policies (Impact 4.4) is incomplete.  The comment states that 
the project is not consistent with Policy 1.E.1 of the Placer County General Plan and 
that the EIR does not provide adequate evidence to support the conclusion that any 
impacts related to this inconsistency would be short term.  The comment asserts that 
the EIR should evaluate the potential impacts should the project never comply with 
this policy. 

As stated on page 7 of the Initial Study (Appendix A of the Draft EIR), Policy 1.E.1 is 
typically interpreted as requiring public water and sewage collection services for 
heavy commercial and all industrial development.  These services are not currently 
available at the project site, but Mitigation Measures 4.4a and 4.4b in the EIR require 

Livingston’s Concrete Batch Plant  North Fork Associates 
Final EIR 2-29 September 2008 



the project to connect to these services when they are available.   CEQA requires that 
an EIR consider the project’s consistency with plans and policies “adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect” (CEQA Guidelines, 
Appendix G).  To meet this requirement, the EIR considers whether development of 
the proposed project without provision of public water and sewage collection 
services would create or contribute to any significant physical environmental 
impacts.  Analysis in the EIR demonstrates that the project’s potentially significant 
impacts would be mitigated to less than significant levels.   

Analysis of Impact 6.2 considers whether reliance an onsite septic system instead of 
public sewage treatment would impact surface water or groundwater.  This analysis 
finds that if the septic system provides an effective infiltration rate into the receiving 
soils, wastewater will be contained within the soil and will not enter surface 
drainage.  The proposed project would provide for sewage treatment with the use of 
a sand filtration septic system that complies with all requirements of Placer County, 
particularly the requirements expressed in Placer County Code Article 8.24 and the 
Placer County On-Site Sewage Manual.  The requirements are established to ensure 
that septic systems function properly and do not lead to significant environmental 
impacts.  With proper design and maintenance as required by Mitigation Measures 
6.2a and 6.2b, the proposed septic system use would not negatively impact the 
physical environment. The EIR did not identify any significant impacts that require a 
specific time limit on use of the sand filtration septic system as mitigation. 

Additionally, analysis of Impact 6.3 considers whether reliance on well water instead 
of a public water supply would impact groundwater in the project vicinity.  This 
analysis finds that the existing onsite well is capable of providing up to 36,000 gallons 
per day.  However, in order to provide assurance of a reliable water supply, use of 
the well will be limited to 10,000 gallons of water daily, as required by Mitigation 
Measure 6.3a.  The EIR did not identify any significant impacts that require a specific 
time limit on well usage to ensure that impacts remain less than significant.  It is 
noted that the text of Mitigation Measure 6.3a contains two typographic errors – it does 
not include the full name of the proposed project, and it uses 7,500 gallons as the 
maximum daily water usage instead of 10,000 gallons.  These errors in Mitigation 
Measure 6.3a have been corrected consistent with the analysis in Impact 6.3, as 
summarized below.  The revised text of Mitigation Measure 6.3a is shown in CHAPTER 
3 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR of this Final EIR. 

The methodology by which the maximum allowable daily volume of water pumped 
from the existing onsite well was determined was based on a State of California 
guideline for determining capacity for public water systems drilled into consolidated 
formations (fractured hard rock).  As discussed in more detail on page 6-19 of the 
Draft EIR, the analysis in the Draft EIR was based on this state guideline.  After the 
Draft EIR was published, this guideline was adopted into state law.    

On March 9, 2008 this guideline was codified as California Code of Regulations 
Division 4, Chapter 16, Article 2, SubSection 64554 (g).  Consistent with the previous 
guideline, this regulation was promulgated to regulate public water supplies drilled 
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in “bedrock formation, such that the water produced is yielded by secondary 
permeability features (e.g. fractures or cracks).”  Because public water supplies are a 
long-term use, application of this guideline to the analysis of the proposed project is 
appropriate for considering both short- and long-term usage.   

Also consistent with the previous guideline, the recently adopted regulation requires 
that water usage be limited to approximately 25 percent of the sustained pumping 
capacity when a 72-hour pump test is conducted.  As stated on page 6-19 of the Draft 
EIR, the proposed use of between 7,000 and 10,000 gallons of water per day reflects a 
pumping rate of between 19 and 28 percent of the sustained yield indicated by the 
72-hour pump test.  For the proposed project, which does not include development of 
a public water supply, this is considered within an acceptable range of the water 
usage allowed by state law.   

California Code of Regulations Section (§) 64554 specifies that the 72-hour pump test 
should be conducted during the months of August, September, or October.    This 
section also sets forth the following requirements for conducting a 72-hour pump 
test: 

1. Determine and record the static water level; 

2. Pump the well continuously for 72 hours to determine the sustained yield; 

3. Measure and record water drawdown levels and pump discharge rate; 

4. Plot the drawdown and pump discharge rate data; and 

5. Record water recovery level and time elapsed. 

As stated on page 4-9 of the Draft EIR and summarized above, the analysis in the 
Initial Study and in CHAPTER 6 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY of the Draft EIR 
demonstrated that impacts associated with the lack of public water and sewer 
services are considered less than significant.  Based on the determination that no 
significant and unavoidable environmental impacts would occur, the proposed 
infrastructure is determined adequate as it relates to the environmental impacts 
analysis.  While the EIR concludes that the proposed project is considered generally 
consistent with the Placer County General Plan and Ophir General Plan, it is the Placer 
County Planning Commission who will determine whether the proposed project is 
consistent with adopted County plans and policies.   

E-6 The comment states the Final EIR should clearly indicate whether the mitigation 
measures indicated in Table 2.3 apply to the project.   

Table 2.3 lists each of the mitigation measures identified in the Initial Study to address 
the impacts evaluated in that document.  CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION of the Draft EIR 
(pages 1-2 through 1-8) provides a detailed explanation of the resource areas found to 
be less than significant with implementation of the identified mitigation measures, 
based on the analysis in the Initial Study.  Where mitigation measures are identified 
in the Initial Study, the discussions in CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION indicate that those 
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mitigation measures are applicable to the project. 

In addition, text has been added to page 2-5 to clarify that all mitigation measures 
included in Tables 2.2 and 2.3 would be requirements of the project. 

E-7 The comment expresses confusion relating to peak hour traffic levels.  Specifically, 
the comment requests clarification as to whether the data summarized in Table 5.4 
and Table 5.5 correlates to the peak hour data indicated on page 5-4 of the Draft EIR.   

The comment incorrectly states that the data was submitted by the applicant.  
Table 5.4 identifies the data collected in observation of existing Livingston’s Concrete 
Batch Plant sites throughout the Sacramento area.  This data was collected by the 
County’s traffic consultant, Kimley-Horn and Associates (Kimley-Horn), not the 
applicant.    

The appropriate time for collecting data at the sample batch plants was determined 
from traffic patterns on Ophir Road.  The goal was to identify the times when Ophir 
Road experiences the highest traffic volumes because it is during those times that 
there is the highest likelihood of the project creating a significant impact. 

A 24-hour traffic volume count was conducted on Ophir Road to identify the AM and 
PM peak traffic periods in the project area.  The peak hour is the one-hour period 
with the highest traffic volumes under existing conditions.  As stated on page 5-4, 
based on the traffic data collected, the County’s traffic consultant identified the AM 
peak hour as occurring between 7:15 and 8:15 a.m., and the PM peak hour as 
occurring between 4:30 and 5:30 p.m.   

Table 5.4 identifies trip generation data collected in observation of existing 
Livingston’s Concrete Batch Plant sites.  The sample site trip generation data was 
collected during the AM and PM peak periods identified for Ophir Road.  The data 
from the sample sites was then used to identify the number of trips the proposed 
project would add to Ophir Road during these peak hours, as presented in Table 5.5.  
The impact analysis and mitigation requirements are based on this trip generation 
and the traffic counts conducted during the peak hours noted above. 

E-8 The comment states the Draft EIR fails to include trips for employees or vehicles 
delivering raw materials in daily trip generation rates.  The comment asserts that the 
Final EIR should examine the detailed trip generation of the proposed plant over the 
entire weekly operation (i.e., including Saturday).   

The trip generation analysis for the proposed project is described on pages 5-9 and 
5-10 of the Draft EIR.  That discussion states that Kimley-Horn, the County’s traffic 
consultant, conducted AM and PM peak hour traffic counts at existing Livingston’s 
Concrete Batch Plants in the greater Sacramento area, using the AM and PM peak 
hours identified through the 24-hour traffic volume count on Ophir Road.  The traffic 
counts at existing Livingston’s Concrete Batch Plants included all vehicles entering 
and leaving the sample sites, including employees, vehicles delivering raw materials, 
and concrete delivery trucks.  The trip generation data is presented for AM and PM 
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peak hours, not a daily or weekly total.  To evaluate project impacts, the 70th 
percentile trip generation rate for similar sites was used, as required by the County.  
The 70th percentile represents the number of peak hour trips that are expected to 
occur 70 percent of the time.    Based on the data collected from the three existing 
Livingston’s Concrete Batch Plant sites, the 70th percentile trip generation for the 
proposed project is expected to be 26 AM peak hour trips and 12 PM peak hour trips 
during every day of operation.  This includes trips from employees, raw material 
delivery, and concrete delivery trucks.  Weekday peak hours were analyzed since 
those hours typically have the highest volume of traffic and therefore, the highest 
likelihood of impact.  

E-9 The comment states CHAPTER 5 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION of the Draft 
EIR fails to address potential impacts to 66 percent of intersections adjacent to the 
project site.  The comment suggests an analysis of impacts to the following 
intersections should be included in the EIR: Ophir Road/Lozanos Road; Ophir 
Road/Werner Road; Ophir Road/Wise Road; and Ophir Road/I-80 interchange at 
Old Town.  

Consistent with the requirements of CEQA, the Traffic Impacts Analysis focused on 
those intersections identified as having the potential to be significantly impacted by 
the project.  Figure 5-4 indicates the project will result in fewer than thirteen site trips 
using Ophir Road east or west of the site during any peak hour.  In addition, the 
roadways mentioned in the comment were observed have low traffic volumes and no 
traffic control (such as stop signs or signals) on Ophir Road.  As a result of the 
anticipated trip generation from the site and observations of the intersections noted 
in the comment, it was concluded the project is not likely to result in a significant 
impact at those intersections. 

E-10 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 5.4a, requiring a left-turn lane into the 
project site entrance driveway, is inaccurate.  The comment states that the site plan 
shows a left-turn lane leaving the project exit driveway.  The comment suggests that 
left-turn lanes are needed for both driveways. 

The site plan, which is provided as Figure 3-4 of the Draft EIR, correctly identifies the 
location of a proposed left-turn pocket that would serve the westbound left-turn 
movements into the project entrance.  This access is the only location where left-turn 
movements have the greatest potential to conflict with traffic on Ophir Road.  
Without this mitigation, vehicles waiting to make a left-turn into the facility could 
conflict with westbound traffic along Ophir Road by temporarily blocking the 
throughtraffic lane.  Vehicles exiting the facility would not create comparable 
conflicts; therefore, the Draft EIR does not require provision of a left-turn pocket at 
the western driveway. 

E-11 The comment states that the Draft EIR fails to include data to support the claim that 
10,000 gallons of well water used daily for plant operations would not negatively 
impact surrounding ground water supply.    

CHAPTER 3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION of the Draft EIR explains that the plant is expected 

Livingston’s Concrete Batch Plant  North Fork Associates 
Final EIR 2-33 September 2008 



to require 7,000 to 10,000 gallons of well water per day during the summer months, 
with much less required during the winter months when captured stormwater would 
be used to augment the well supply.  In addition, all process water used at the 
proposed plant would be recycled through an EM40 Enviromatic Recycling System. 

As discussed in Response to Comment E-5, Impact 6.3 in CHAPTER 6 HYDROLOGY 
AND WATER QUALITY of the Draft EIR specifically addresses potential impacts to 
groundwater from operation of the proposed project, including the proposed use of a 
daily maximum of 10,000 gallons of water from the onsite well.  The determination 
that use of a daily maximum of 10,000 gallons of water would have a less than 
significant impact was based on a pump test methodology provided in a State of 
California guideline for determining capacity of public water wells drilled into 
consolidated formations (fractured hard rock).  The purpose of this guideline was to 
ensure a reliable water source when wells are drilled into consolidated formations 
(fractured rock), such as that found at this site.  This guideline recommends water 
usage should be limited to approximately 25 percent of the sustained pumping 
capacity when a 72-hour pump test is conducted in these types of consolidated 
formations.  As discussed in Response to Comment E-5, this guideline was codified 
as California Code of Regulations §64554 following publication of the Draft EIR. 

 As discussed on pages 6-18 and 6-19 of the draft EIR, a 72-hour pump test for the 
onsite well was conducted at the site.  This test indicated a sustained yield of 25 
gallons per minute, which is equal to 36,000 gallons per day. The Placer County 
Environmental Health Services Division (EHS) determined that the proposed use of 
7,000 to 10,000 gallons per day, which would represent 19 to 28 percent of the 
sustained pumping rate, was consistent with the state guideline, demonstrating that 
the existing well would provide a reliable water source for the proposed use.  
Therefore, the use of 10,000 gallons per day is considered a less than significant 
impact.   

As noted in Response to Comment E-5, California Code of Regulations §64554 was 
promulgated to regulate public water supplies drilled in hard rock fracture 
formations.  Because public water supplies are a long-term use, application of this 
guideline to the analysis of the proposed project is appropriate for considering both 
short- and long-term usage.  Based on compliance with California Code of 
Regulations §64554, it is expected that the proposed pumping rate would be 
sustainable and would not result in significant impacts to groundwater in the project 
vicinity. 

The analysis of Impact 6.3 also notes that there is expected to be minimal or no 
connection between the onsite well and existing wells in the vicinity.  This 
determination was based on review of the Well Completion Reports for the onsite 
well and other wells in the vicinity as well as observation of a neighboring well 
throughout the 72-hour pump test.  During the test, the water level in the 
neighboring well declined by less than one foot.  As stated on page 6-2, this 
demonstrates that there is minimal communication or lateral continuity between the 
onsite well and neighboring wells.  Lateral continuity would have been demonstrated 
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if there was a proportional drawdown between the onsite well and the neighboring 
well during the pump test.  The results of the test indicated that the onsite well was 
drawn down 247 feet, while the neighboring well dropped less than one foot over the 
same time period.  This proportionally insignificant drawdown indicates that there is 
minimal lateral continuity between the onsite well and neighboring wells.  The wells 
in the project vicinity are completed at least in part in bedrock; thus they derive their 
water supply from fracture flow.  While there may be some communication or 
continuity between wells, usually through fractured intervals within the bedrock 
mass, which are typically 1 to 2 feet in thickness at various depths, because the 
communication is minimal, pumping from the onsite well is not expected to have a 
significant effect on the production of any other existing well in the vicinity. 

E-12 The comment states that the EIR does not correctly describe the cumulative 
development scenario in the project vicinity.  The comment suggests that the 
cumulative impact analysis should address impacts associated with the Baltimore 
Ravine project in the City of Auburn, pending Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) 
pipeline projects, and expansion of A&A Stepping Stone and Robinson Sand & 
Gravel. 

As described on page 8-5 of the Draft EIR, the cumulative scenario considered in this 
EIR is buildout of the Placer County General Plan through the year 2025.  As A&A 
Stepping Stone and Robinson Sand & Gravel are existing land uses in areas 
designated for heavy commercial development, the potential expansion of these 
facilities is considered within the scope of the buildout conditions of the General 
Plan.   

Based on the analysis in the Initial Study, the cumulative analysis in this EIR focuses 
on four topics:  Land Use, Transportation and Circulation, Hydrology and Water 
Quality, and Noise.  The Baltimore Ravine project site is located in the southwest 
portion of the City of Auburn, approximately one mile east of the Livingston’s 
Concrete Batch Plant project site.  Land uses and noise generation at the project site 
have no influence on and are not influenced by land uses and noise generation at the 
Baltimore Ravine site.  The Baltimore Ravine project site is in a different drainage 
basin than the proposed project site, with drainage predominantly to the southwest.  
Thus the Baltimore Ravine project does not need to be included in the cumulative 
scenario for these three topics.   

A portion of the traffic associated with the Baltimore Ravine project is likely to use 
I-80, and would access the freeway using Ophir Road and Werner Road.  A traffic 
analysis has not yet been prepared for the Baltimore Ravine project.  Total daily trips 
and the distribution of the traffic associated with the Baltimore Ravine project are not 
known.   However, it is expected that traffic from the Baltimore Ravine project would 
contribute to cumulative impacts in the vicinity of the proposed project site.  The 
Draft EIR evaluates the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative traffic volumes 
based on the existing Placer County traffic model, which assumes increases in traffic 
volumes throughout the region but does not specifically include traffic associated 
with the Baltimore Ravine project.  The Draft EIR identifies the potential impacts of 
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the proposed Livingston’s Concrete Batch Plant to levels of service at intersections in 
the project vicinity.  Mitigation Measure 5.2a requires that the proposed project 
contribute a fair share to improvements needed in the cumulative condition to 
maintain acceptable levels of service.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(3) states 
that “a project’s contribution [to a cumulative impact] is less than cumulatively 
considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a 
mitigation measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.”  With 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2a, the proposed project would mitigate its 
contribution to the cumulative impact, regardless of the amount and distribution of 
traffic generated by the Baltimore Ravine project. 

The PCWA pipeline projects would not directly contribute to any cumulative impacts 
in the resource areas considered in this EIR.  The pipeline projects could induce 
additional growth in the project region, which might contribute to cumulative 
impacts.  However, predicting where additional growth might occur and what type 
of land uses might be constructed is speculative and is not appropriate for 
consideration in the cumulative impacts analysis. 

E-13 The comment states that the EIR should provide more detail regarding current plans 
to extend public sewer and public water to the project site and neighboring 
businesses.  The comment states that the EIR should disclose whether the project 
applicant can legally and physically obtain public water and sewer service currently. 

Page 3-8 of the Draft EIR states that PCWA “plans to extend treated water to the 
project area, although construction of this extension is not currently funded and it is 
unknown when construction will occur.”  The EIR preparers, County staff, and 
project applicant contacted PCWA several times throughout preparation of this EIR, 
but PCWA is unable to provide a specific timeframe for construction of this planned 
extension.  This is because funding for this waterline extension project is not available 
currently, and is dependent on the economy, particularly on residential development 
in the region.  As of April 17, 2008, PCWA Engineering staff indicated that the earliest 
time by which funding could be made available is 2010.  Construction of the 
waterline extension is expected to take between 18 months and two years.  Therefore 
the earliest that water would be available at the Livingston’s Concrete Batch Plant site 
is 2012 (pers. comm. Lund). 

 The Department of Facility Services master sewer plan indicates a future public 
sewer system for this area.  The timeline for this improvement is unknown at this 
time and is based primarily on funding, economic factors, and demand.  Upon 
completion of this improvement, Mitigation Measure 4.4b requires the applicant to 
connect to the public sewer system. 

E-14 The comment states that the EIR does not evaluate impacts to transportation and 
circulation east of the project site. 

Refer to Response to Comment E-9, which discusses the rationale for selecting 
intersections for analysis.  As discussed in that response, it is expected that the 
majority of trips to and from the project site would use the I-80 on and off ramps west 
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of the project site. 

E-15 The comment states that the noise impacts analysis does not adequately consider the 
effect of the recent repaving of I-80.  The comment also asserts that no noise 
measurements were conducted at existing Livingston’s Concrete Batch Plants, but 
that the noise analysis is based only on discussions with Livingston’s Concrete staff. 

CEQA Guidelines §15125(a) stipulates that the environmental impact analysis should 
consider the impacts of the proposed project compared to the conditions that existed 
at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated.  Specifically, CEQA 
Guidelines §15125 states that the EIR must contain “a description of the physical 
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the 
notice of preparation is published” and that “this environmental setting will 
normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency 
determines whether an impact is significant.”  The NOP for this project was 
published on January 12, 2006.  The repaving of I-80 occurred during the spring and 
summer of 2007, which was after the NOP was published.  Thus the repaved 
highway does not represent the “existing conditions” for this EIR under CEQA.   

Although CEQA requires that the impact analysis be based on the physical 
conditions at the time the NOP was published, page 7-4 of the Draft EIR also 
identifies the likely affect of the I-80 repaving.  In this repaving, Caltrans replaced the 
base layer of the freeway with Dense Grade Asphalt Concrete and overlaid a one to 
one-and-a-half inch thick layer of Open Grade Asphalt Concrete.  The open grade 
overlay provides some noise attenuation (pers. comm. Berexa).  The Draft EIR states 
that this repaving could provide a reduction in traffic noise of approximately 3 
decibels (dB) compared with conventional overlays.  Bollard Acoustical Consulting 
(BAC) data collected for Sacramento County indicated that noise reducing pavement 
reduced noise levels along Alta Arden Expressway by 4 dB.  This roadway carries 
very little heavy truck traffic.  The noise generation of I-80 is more heavily influenced 
by heavy trucks and noise-reducing asphalt primarily affects tire noise (not heavy 
truck engine and exhaust noise).  Based on these factors and a review of file data 
related to noise-reducing pavements, BAC approximated that the noise reducing 
pavement on I-80 would lower noise levels by 3 dB.   

As noted in Table 1 of the noise impact analysis presented in Appendix E of the Draft 
EIR, and in Table 7.2 of the Draft EIR, measured background noise levels at the two 
locations representing the nearest residences to the project site (Sites A & C), ranged 
from 61 to 65 dB Leq during daytime hours.  The predicted batch plant noise level at 
the nearest residences (Receptors 1, 4 & 5) ranged from 50 to 54 dB Leq.  At these 
nearest residences, the project noise levels are approximately 10 dB below measured 
ambient conditions during daytime hours.  With a 3 dB reduction in noise levels on 
I-80 due to the noise-reducing pavement, daytime ambient noise levels would still 
exceed project noise levels by approximately 7 dB.   

The proposed plant would start operations at 5:30 a.m. Monday through Saturday.  
During the hours of 5 a.m. and 6 a.m., noise level measurements on Saturday, August 
23rd 2004 and Monday, August 25th 2004, revealed average noise levels ranging from 
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59 to 63 dB Leq at measurement sites A & C, although one sample of 54 dB Leq was 
measured at Site A during the Saturday 5 a.m. hour.  With an estimated 3 dB 
reduction in ambient levels due to the noise-reducing pavement on I-80, project noise 
levels of 50 to 54 dB would be at or below measured ambient conditions during these 
early morning hours.  As a result, the noise from the proposed project is not expected 
to substantially change the existing conditions and noise impacts for the residences 
nearest the project site during the proposed hours of operation would remain less 
than significant.  This determination is consistent with noise standards established by 
the Placer County General Plan and Placer County Code.  The note below Table 7.4 and 
text preceding Table 7.5 in the Draft EIR indicate that when existing noise levels meet 
or exceed the standards expressed in those tables, the allowable noise levels would be 
the same or 5 dB higher than the ambient noise level. 

It should be noted that if the noise level standards are applied at the property lines of 
the nearest residential uses, rather than at the residences themselves, ambient noise 
levels would be higher due to a closer proximity to I-80 at those property line 
locations.  Although project noise generation would be higher at the property lines of 
the nearest residences, so too would the masking noise provided by I-80. 

The comment is correct that no noise measurements were taken at existing 
Livingston’s Concrete Batch Plants.  Instead, the analysis was based on file data for 
similar batch plant facilities, which is considered reasonably representative of the 
noise generation of the proposed facility.  To estimate batch plant noise emissions at 
the proposed project site, BAC used noise level data collected at the A&R Ready-Mix 
facility (Sierra Ready Mix) in Placerville, California on March 29, 2004.  The noise 
level measurement results indicate that a complete cycle of the batch plant generated 
varying noise levels based upon the location of the measurement site relative to the 
plant.  The noise level data obtained indicated that reference noise levels at a distance 
of 100 feet were measured to be between 68 and 72 dB.  Lower levels at this location 
were measured in positions where the plant equipment shielded the trucks from 
view.  The A&R Ready Mix data was checked against manufacturers’ data used by 
BAC staff in analyzing the Manual Brothers Concrete Batch Plant in Colfax, 
California.  That data indicates that concrete batch plant noise emissions at the Colfax 
facility would be 70 dB at a reference distance of 100 feet, consistent with the data 
used to evaluate the proposed Livingston’s Concrete Batch Plant.  In addition, noise 
level tests conducted by BAC staff of an older vintage plant operated by Teichert 
Aggregates in Winters yielded an average noise level of 75 dB at 100 feet.  Because 
modern batch plant equipment tends to be quieter than older equipment due to 
advances in the state of the art, the reference noise level of 70 dB Leq at 100 feet for 
the Livingston’s facility is believed to be reasonably representative of anticipated 
facility noise generation.   

As noted on page 7-11, the County’s noise consultant discussions with Livingston’s 
Concrete staff served to inform the noise consultant about the operations of the 
proposed plant (i.e., daily production capacity, hours of operation, use of equipment).  
The noise consultant then applied the appropriate file data for batch plant facilities, 
as discussed above, to the operational characteristics of the proposed project to 
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determine the likely noise generation associated with the project.  The noise analysis 
was not based on conjecture by the project applicant.   

E-16 The comment states the Draft EIR fails to require long-term, ongoing monitoring of 
water quality and fails to provide “mitigation, remediation and/or compensation” as 
recourse for affected adjacent landowners. 

As discussed in Response to Comment E-2, Mitigation Measure 6.6c requires the 
project applicant to obtain WDR from the Central Valley RWQCB.  In order to obtain 
the WDR, the project applicant must demonstrate that the process water collection 
and treatment system would not allow any connection to surface drainage in order to 
avoid any impacts to water quality.  As discussed in Response to Comment E-2, the 
project is not expected to adversely affect groundwater quality, and this potential 
impact is considered less than significant.  Most of the operational portion of the site 
would be paved.  Runoff water from the paved areas would be directed to the 
concrete-lined settling basin and treatment basin.  Much of this water would be 
returned to the batch plant for use in the plant operations.  Treated water from the 
treatment basin may be released to the unlined detention basin, and water from the 
detention basin would be sampled and monitored prior to discharge offsite to ensure 
that no contaminated water is released offsite.  The RWQCB would review the 
proposed three-pond drainage collection and treatment system, and may require 
additional improvements (such as sealing the concrete lining for the settling and 
treatment basins) to ensure that the project would not significantly impair water 
quality.  Because the impact was determined to be less than significant, monitoring 
and other mitigation, as suggested by this comment, is not necessary.  In addition the 
suggested mitigation measure would violate constitutional law, as expressed in 
CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(4)(B), which states that mitigation measures must be 
roughly proportional to the impacts of the proposed project. 

E-17 The comment states the Draft EIR fails to assess risks associated with airborne 
particulate matter generated by batch plant operations.   

As discussed in CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION of the Draft EIR, the analysis in the Initial 
Study determined that the project does not have the potential to result in significant 
impacts to air quality.  The Initial Study found the project’s daily air pollutant 
emissions are expected to be below the Air Pollution Control District’s (APCD’s) 
significance thresholds, including thresholds for particulate matter, and therefore the 
project alone will not result in significant air quality impacts.   

The Initial Study found that the project would contribute to significant cumulative air 
quality impacts within Placer County.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.1 
through 5.12 as identified in Table 2.3 in CHAPTER 2 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY and in the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program would ensure that this project’s 
contribution to short term and cumulative air quality impacts remain less than 
significant, requiring no further analysis in the EIR.  Table 2.3 of CHAPTER 2 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY lists each of the mitigation measures related to Air Quality, 
and each of these measures are included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
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